which has appeared recently is the correspondence between Mikhail Bakhtin and Matvey Kagan.' This correspondence, as well as other documents from Kagan's archives, helps us to understand the most significant cultural influences Bakhtin underwent in the years when he came to formulate his views. In addition to Kagan, one must note the influence of Herman Cohen-in particular Cohen's works Kants Begriindung der Aesthetik, Kants Theorie der Erfahrung and Kants Begriindung der Ethik. And one cannot help noticing an astonishing similarity of opinions and formulaic renditions between Mikhail Bakhtin and Martin Buber.2 In his recent publication Mikhail Bakhtine: Le principe dialogique, Tzvetan Todorov also establishes this parallel. " Ich and Du," or "myself and another," the central opposition and starting point of Buber's and Bakhtin's systems, is, of course, not original for either of the thinkers. Following Buber's own explanation of the nature of Ich-Du relationship, Todorov notes that this idea is found in classical, philosophy at least since the end of the 13 1 18th century. Bringing together a wide variety of sources that influenced Bakhtin's dialogic imagination Todorov writes: "As is usual in such matters it is not the idea which is new, but the place it occupies in the system of his thought and the consequences to which it leads" (151). One can apply this maxim to Buber's philosophy of dialogue as well. Such a discussion of dialogic imagination will be more fruitful if we claim, at the outset, the identity of the individual chronotopes3 of both thinkers rather than analyze their parallel development or the direct influence exerted by Buber on Bakhtin.4 Throughout their lives, both thinkers were open to intellectual communion, and the aesthetic and philosophical ideas of others were indigenous components of their own awareness. A recent voluminous study of the life of Martin Buber, written by his student and disciple, Maurice Friedman, is subtitled The Life of Dialogue. While this subtitle speaks eloquently in itself, "Life in Dialogue" would be even better. The title of the forthcoming Holquist-Clark biography, The Life and Works of Mikhail Bakhtin, is also well-chosen. Here, the discussion of the dialogic imagination has a triple function. It is (1) the fundamental principle underlying the composition of the biography, (2) the central subject in the study, and (3) the universal metaphor of Bakhtin's life. Dr. James Mundackal, a Buber expert from India, has put it this way: Buber's philosophy of dialogue, "his concepts and imagery have become part of the intellectual currency of our age" (22) . Thus, the teachings of Buber have helped form the chronotopic awareness of the modern world and have worked to widen our understanding of ethics, psychology, morality, arts, religious and social science. Buber Bakhtin's dialogic imagination is also rooted in the binary subject-object relation. As with Buber, Bakhtin's individual chrono-2 Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 9, Iss. 1 [1984] . This binary, internally dialogic statement was the embryo of his later works, in which this dialogic formula grew and widened Bakhtin's own understanding of ethics, aesthetics and psychology ("Author and Hero in Aesthetic Activity"). This formula was also a clue to the secret of the individual's dialogic relationship with his surrounding world ("The Bildungsroman and its Significance in the History of Realism," "Toward a Reworking of the Dostoevsky Book"). And finally, the dialogic formula of responsiveness has actualized itself in Bakhtin's universal theory of speech-genres ("The Problem of Speech-Genres"). 6 Now we can deal in detail with the particular items in both teachings. Within the narrower philosophical context of the early twentieth century, Martin Buber (1875 Buber ( -1965 and Mikhail Bakhtin (1895 -1975 were both followers of Herman Cohen and his NeoKantian philosophy. Both were attracted by the general stance of Cohen's theory to make philosophy a discipline that studies the main regulating forces of intellectual awareness. This notion has been repeated insistently in every volume of Cohen's writings. When
Cohen stated: "not to Nature, but to the knowledge of Nature," he meant that only through the knowledge of theory can one achieve access to practice. When he wrote: "Everything that is in existence has its roots in thinking," he advanced the comprehension of the phenomenal world through the intelligibility of the noumenal world. Cohen The real author and the real conversation both create from the body of the language, though not from the dusty corners of bookcases, but from the fresh running springs of the language. . . . The real author has to obtain his creative power from the speech-partner. Where there is no real dialogue, there is no real creativity. I mean that the significance of the uttered word is rooted in the fact that it never stays with the speaker, but is aimed at the listener, and it reaches him. The word is able to create a listener, no matter if the speaker is eloquent or tacit. The uttered word is conceived in the swinging space between speechpartners, in the space I call 'the inbetween' and which does not actually belong to either one of the partners. The uttered word is pronounced at one place and perceived at the other, yet the trace of utterance leads through the inbetween to the point of perception. ( Bakhtin's aesthetic theory provides a multi-leveled hierarchy of artistic rejoinders, all isomorphic by structure and composition. The largest unit of the system is an artistic genre (i.e. the novel). This is the widest component of speech communication. Then follows an individual work of art (a particular novel), which is an element of the whole communicative system and also an individual discourse act. The third is the discourse of the hero. This is an element of the entire dialogic context both within and beyond the clear-cut boundaries of a given novel, yet at the same time it is an individual statement of the hero. The hero's discourse is his own verbal manifestation that makes 6 Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 9, Iss. 1 [1984] What Buber means by a lack of Ich-Du relations, Bakhtin describes as a lack of the internally persuasive word and absence of "individual ideological development." Bakhtin's internally persuasive word, "the discourse that strives to determine the very basis of our ideological interrelations with the world, the very basis of our behaviour" (The Dialogic Imagination 342) is the Du of Buber's system. "The Du possesses its own time-spatial context," as Buber says (I and Thou 81), or, in Bakhtin's rendering, an internally persuasive discourse introduces its own chronotope ( The Dialogic Imagination 243-54). In Buber, "the Du receives its place, its course, its measurability and conditionality as a result of the reciprocal confrontation with the I" (I and Thou 81), and in Bakhtin the person's own word achieves the finalizing meaning of a fully weighted concept only as a result of a reciprocal confrontation and response to the words of others. For Buber, the Du appears in time which is not a vector, but "a process which is lived through, the Du knows no system of coordinates " (I and Thou, 81) . For Bakhtin, an internally persuasive discourse is a characteristic of the individual who lives through dialogue, whose entire awareness is "a becoming," a process which is lived through (The Dialogic Imagination 341).
While the analysis of internally persuasive discourse is exhaustive in Bakhtin, authoritative discourse is described only in passing. One feels that Bakhtin is preposterously and eloquently tacit in this discussion. The types of authoritative discourse he mentions are not large in number: religious, political, moral; the word of a father, of adults, and of teachers. Bakhtin says: "The authoritative word demands that we acknowledge it, it binds us, we encounter it with its its authority already fused to it. . . . The authoritative word . . . is felt to be hierarchically higher. It is a prior discourse. It is therefore not a question of choosing it from among possible discourses that are its equal. It is given in lofty spheres, not those of familiar contact" (The Dialogic Imagination 342).
Bakhtin's work is dated 1934-35, an epoch remarkable for the pervasiveness of its authoritative discourse, all given in lofty spheres of Stalinism: "Long live Comrade Stalin, the father, the leader and the teacher of all progressive mankind!"; "The Teachings of Marx are almighty, because they are true,"; "Mayakovsky was and will remain the best and most gifted poet of our Soviet era," and the astonishing phrase coined by Stalin: "The most equal of equal, the very first among the first" (ravneishii sredi ravnykh, perveishii sredi pervykh) (Payne 392). Bakhtin had no need to discuss the authoritative word: it was everywhere. There was, in any case, no way to converse with such an authoritative discourse. A dialogue with the lofty spheres was even more eloquent when one party remained silent.
Meanwhile, the concept of an authoritative discourse is essential for Bakhtin's aesthetic theory. His understanding of human aesthetic awareness needs, anticipates and suggests a thorough study of this category. Bakhtin's understanding of the novel and its discourse, his concept of the hero and the reciprocity of aesthetic relations between author and hero implicitly make necessary an investigation of authoritative discourse within the open-ended dialogic universe. But this expectation is frustrated. It is absolutely clear that Bakhtin's aesthetic system was built in order to establish relations between different subgenres of the novel and different species of discourse. However, even a penetrating reader finds no indication of the type of relations these 8 Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 9, Iss. 1 [1984] The second large subdivision of the novel, the Bildungsroman, is also built by reciprocal relations between authoritative and internally persuasive discourses. As an aesthetic entity, the Bildungsroman can neither exist nor be examined separate from the concept of authoritative discourse. Here the searching and striving of the hero-the entire metaphor of his way of life, temporal and spatial landmarks along his path, are all actualized as his distance from, or approach to, the word of authoritative truth. To the extent that autobiography is the Bildungsroman in retrospect, the significance of authoritative discourse is critical to its structure.
The authoritative word is dialogic in nature, but rather than "myself and another person" its specific essence can be better described as "another person and myself." Bakhtin left some notes which can be interpreted as his attempt to envision the speaking person who incorporates and reveals ideal authoritative discourse. One of those notes in his "Author and Hero in Aesthetic Activity" concerns the figure of Christ, as the ideal of ethical solipsism (Estetika 51). Naturally, the incorporation of ideal ethical and aesthetic solipsism simultaneously gives us the image of the ideal conjuror and the ideal perceiver of discourse. Bakhtin Bakhtin's unfinished "Bildungsroman in the History of Realism" deals with Goethe's autobiographical writings . The autobiographical works of Goethe reveal an ideal harmony between the chronotope of the speaking person and that of the surrounding world.
In Buber, the same ideal figures: Goethe, Christ, Socrates, as well as the paragon, "the genuine educator and his pupil" appear as ideal carriers of Ich-Du relations 178) . They all breathe life into the word that is spoken. As if he were familiar with Bakhtin's cursory notions, Buber also gives a portrayal of the "I" uttered by Goethe, Christ, Socrates. His description of the "I" of Goethe is important for a correct understanding of the autobiographical genre and its indigenously dialogic nature. The "I" of Goethe, "the I of pure intercourse with nature," helps us to reconstruct some chronotopic features of authoritative discourse from the realm of autobiographical narration. Here the chronotope of individual authoritative discourse (the manner in which Goethe recollects his past) displays its unique ability to reveal retroactively the truth in other people's views. Goethe's finalized judgment is able to embrace, harmonize and envelop all of the partial discourses of others. These "others" naturally include Goethe himself at different stages of his development, his friends, and the wider cultural milieu. Goethe's authoritative and final judgment includes the truth of history and of Nature herself, thus giving an aesthetically perfect wording for his Naturphilosophie.
Buber's image of Socrates, an ideal teacher of dialogic Ich-Du relations, is equally important. "How beautiful and legitimate the vivid and emphatic I of Socrates sounds! It is the I of infinite conversation, and the air of conversation is present on all its ways, even before his judges, even in the final hour in his prison. This I lived in that relation to man which is embodied in conversation. It believed in the actuality of men and went out toward them." (I and Thou 115) Buber's characteristics of Ich-Du relationship between "a genuine educator and his pupil" are even more revealing:
The teacher who wants to help the pupil to realize his best potentialities must intend him as this particular person, both in 10 Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 9, Iss. 1 [1984] , Art. 3 https://newprairiepress.org/sttcl/vol9/iss1/3 DOI: 10.4148/2334-4415.1149 his potentiality and in his actuality. . . . He must know him not as a mere sum of qualities, aspirations and inhibitions; he must apprehend him and affirm him as a whole. But this he can only do if he encounters him as a partner in a bipolar situation. And to give his influence unity and meaning, he must live through this situation in all its aspects not only from his own point of view but also from that of his partner. He must practice the kind of relation that I call embracing. It is essential that he should awaken the I-You relationship in the pupil, too, who should intend and affirm his educator as this particular person. (I and Thou, 178) The aggregate image of the ideal dialogist and his discourse that we were able to extract from the unity Bakhtin-Buber, is Buber' s mediation that the reader can perceive the unifying, non-antagonistic meaning of Bakhtin's statement: "To be means to be for another, and through the other for oneself" (Estetika 312). In his drafts Bakhtin repeats his old statements about the essence of Dostoevsky's poetic vision (polyphony, internal dialogism), yet now the emphasis is shifted from the sphere of dialogic abnegation to the sphere of dialogic affirmation and acceptance-the type of relationship that does not exist in alienation from "I" and "Thou," myself and another. Bakhtin says: "Confession is the object of Dostoevsky's artistic vision and depiction. 'I' must find myself in another by finding another in myself" (Estetika 312). This statement is the clue to unlocking the mystery of human personality in Dostoevsky; this is how his Tikhon (the religious father, teacher and confessor in The Possessed) comprehends all the secrets of Stavrogin's personality. To an even larger extent this is how Zossima, Dostoevsky's ideal teacher, lovingly accepts people and the surrounding world "by accepting everything in which a person finds himself and senses himself, everything he answers for." In these drafts of 1961, the ideal hero and his authoritative discourse are no longer ready-made moralistic or rhetorical formulas. In 1961 Bakhtin attempts to discuss the ideas he had silenced and expelled from his writings in 1934. He contrasts the false authority of social graces, the seeming harmony, with the true harmony "achieved on the basis of a common higher idea, on the basis of a free agreement about the higher idea" ("The Golden Age," "The Kingdom of God") (Estetika 320).
In 1961 Bakhtin is able to validate authoritative discourse and the
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Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 9, Iss. 1 [1984] A final important aspect of Bakhtin's and Buber's works on the Dialogical Principle lies in the area of ontology, where both discuss the foundations of the dialogue between man and God. The hidden energy of this spiritual discourse is recognizable in Bakhtin's chronotope,9 whose ultimate limits are eternity and universe, while in Buber this is the subject of his works: "Daniel: Discourse on Actualization," "The Elements of Interhuman," "The Problem of the Human Being."
Bakhtin's discourse-utterance theory provides the linguistic apparatus for the existentialist and Judeo-Christian philosophy of Martin Buber. Reading Bakhtin for Buber results in bringing more structure and regulation into the latter's emotional and descriptive writings. An attempt to imbue the entire body of Buber's Dialogical Principle with Bakhtin's terminology makes Buber's existential philosophy scientifically more precise. Reading Buber for the sake of Bakhtin emphasizes the synthesizing (and therefore the nondeconstructional), ideological and cognitive base of polyphony and discourse-utterance theory. The inclusion of Buber's "relation to the Du" into the framework of Bakhtin's dialogic imagination amplifies the multidirectional aspects of Bakhtin's theory; it reveals the latent harmonizing and unifying power of polyphony. This promotes dialogue and polyphony to the position of key-elements in "mankind's comprehensive awareness" (Problemy 360 
